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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of Claims 

1 . Claims 1-47 are pending and are examined below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. Claims 35 and 45 provide for the use of a solar panel, but, since the claim does 
not set forth any steps involved in the method/process, it is unclear what 
method/process applicant is intending to encompass. A claim is indefinite where it 
merely recites a use without any active, positive steps delimiting how this use is actually 
practiced. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. Claims 35 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
recitation of a use, without setting forth any steps involved in the process, results in an 
improper definition of a process, i.e., results in a claim which is not a proper process 
claim under 35 U.S.C. 101. See for example Ex parte Dunki, 153 USPQ 678 (Bd.App. 
1967) and Clinical Products, Ltd. v. Brenner, 255 F. Supp. 131, 149 USPQ 475 (D.D.C. 
1966). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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5. Claims 1 , 2, 4-7, 11-15, 20, 22, 24-26, 28, 32, 33, 35-37, 41-43 and 45-47 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Gonsiorawski, U.S. Patent No. 
7,238,878. 

Regarding Claims 1 and 22, Gonsiorawski teaches a photovoltaic module of a 
combination used for the conversion of solar energy, which can be considered a solar 
panel, comprising: 

An array of solar cells (8). Gonsiorawski shows each cell having a front 
and a back (see fig. 4), and the front, light receiving surface of each individual cell is 
capable of converting at least a portion of solar light incident into electrical energy (see 
column 1 , lines 5-15). Furthermore, Gonsiorawski both teaches (see abstract) and 
shows (see fig. 4) spacings between the individual solar cells (8; see fig. 4 and column 
1, lines 25-35); 

The internal reflector facet (26) is interpreted by the examiner as an 
element comprising a visually distinguishable feature, because the present specification 
defines one embodiment of the element as a reflector (see paragraph 14). Additionally, 
Gonsiorawski teaches that using an encapsulant to protect the solar cells. The present 
application also identifies an encapsulant as one of the potential embodiments for the 
element (see paragraphs 15 and 16), so the claims of the present application are also 
interpreted such that an encapsulant is considered a visually distinguishing feature. 
Furthermore, neither the reflector nor the encapsulant taught by Gonsiorawski prevent 
solar light incident on the panel front from being incident on the array. 
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Regarding Claim 2, Gonsiorawski teaches that all light incidents on the panel 
front will also be incident on the cell, because Gonsiorawski teaches that the panes 
front is transparent, and therefore would not obscure any light from the cell (see fig. 4 
and abstract). 




FIG. 4 



Regarding Claims 4 and 5, Gonsiorawski teaches a transparent encapsulant (see 
abstract and column 5, lines 45-50). 

Regarding Claims 6 and 7, Gonsiorawski teaches transparent support panels 
(see column 5, lines 40-55). The two layers (6) of transparent encapsulant are 
interpreted to be support panels, as they have a function of supporting the cell within the 
assembly. 

Regarding Claims 11-14, Gonsiorawski teaches an encapsulant, a visually 
distinguishable element taught by applicant, in the space between the front and back 
cover (see fig. 4 and column 5, lines 45-50). This includes the area between individual 
solar cells of the array. 

Regarding Claim 15, Gonsiorawski teaches a module with a panel front (4; see 
fig. 4). Additionally, it is examiner's position that the panel front is visually 
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distinguishable, because one would readily be able to distinguish the panel front from 
the rest of the cell, while also being able to transmit visual light to the cell. 

Regarding Claim 20, Gonsiorawski teaches a solar panel comprising an array of 
solar cells. Each of Gonsiorawski 's solar cells have an front and a back (see fig. 4) and 
the front portion is capable of converting light into electrical energy, and there is a 
spacing between each cells. Furthermore, the pattern of solar cells can be considered 
visually distinguishable, because Gonsiorawski teaches its cells disposed in a grid 
pattern (see fig. 6) and the present specification includes a pattern as a visually 
distinguishable feature. The pattern of Gonsiorawski will have a color, thus satisfying 
the amendment. 

Regarding Claim 24 and 29, Gonsiorawski teaches a method of making a 
photovoltaic device, comprising: 

Placing an array of solar cells (8). Gonsiorawski shows each cell having a 
front and a back (see fig. 1 ), and the front, light receiving surface of each individual cell 
is capable of converting at least a portion of solar light incident into electrical energy (). 
Furthermore, Gonsiorawski both teaches (see abstract) and shows (see fig. 1) spacings 
between the individual solar cells (8); 

Including an element comprising a visually distinguishable feature such 
that the element comprising the feature is located between the panel back and the 
panel front. The internal reflector (26) is interpreted by the examiner as an element 
comprising a visually distinguishable feature, because the present specification defines 
one embodiment of the element as a reflector (see paragraph 14). Additionally, 
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Gonsiorawski teaches that using an encapsulant to protect the solar cells. The present 
application also identifies an encapsulant as one of the potential embodiments for the 
element (see paragraphs 15 and 16), so the claims of the present application are also 
interpreted such that an encapsulant is considered a visually distinguishing feature. 
Furthermore, neither the reflector nor the encapsulant taught by Gonsiorawski prevent 
solar light incident on the panel front from being incident on the array. 

Regarding Claim 25, Gonsiorawski teaches a process of making a solar panel 
comprising arranging a plurality of solar cells in an array. Each of Gonsiorawski 's solar 
cells have an front and a back (see fig. 4) and the front portion is capable of converting 
light into electrical energy, and there is a spacing between each individual cell. 
Furthermore, the pattern of solar cells can be considered visually distinguishable, 
because Gonsiorawski teaches its cells disposed in a grid pattern and the present 
specification includes a pattern as a visually distinguishable feature. The pattern of 
Gonsiorawski will have a color, thus satisfying the amendment. 

Regarding Claim 26, Gonsiorawski teaches locating a reflector (26) capable of 
reflecting solar light (see fig. 4) towards solar cells in the array (see fig. 4). 

Regarding Claims 28 and 41, Gonsiorawski teaches a solar cell module with the 
structural features discussed above. Claims 28 and 41 are product by process 
limitations 

The cited prior art teaches all of the positively recited structure of the claimed 
apparatus or product. The determination of patentability is based upon the apparatus 
structure itself. The patentability of a product or apparatus does not depend on its 
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method of production or formation. If the product in the product-by-process claim is the 
same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even 
though the prior product was made by a different process (see MPEP §§ 21 14 and 
2173.05(g)). 

Regarding Claims 32-34, 37, 42, 43 and 47, Gonsiorawski teaches a solar cell 
and an array of solar cells having a front and a back (see fig. 4 and column 2, lines 25- 
35). Additionally, Gonsiorawski teaches that light incident on the front of the solar cells 
can be absorbed and converted into electrical energy. 

Furthermore, Claims 32-34, 42-44 and 47 are directed to the intended use of the 
claimed invention. The cited prior art teaches all of the positively recited structure of the 
claimed apparatus. A statement of intended use in an apparatus claim fails to 
distinguish over a prior art apparatus (see MPEP 21 1 3). 

Regarding Claims 35 and 45, Claims 35 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 
and 35 U.S.C. 1 12 as use claims as discussed above. Additionally, however, 
Gonsiorawski teaches using the solar cell module taught to convert light into electrical 
energy (see column 1, lines 25-45). 

Regarding Claims 36 and 46, Gonsiorawski teaches a method of using a solar 
panel, including all of the limitations of Claim 1 as discussed above using the solar 
module to convert solar energy into electrical energy by exposing the panel to light. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

8. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

9. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gonsiorawski as applied above in view of Folino, U.S. Patent No. 4,454,371 . 

Regarding Claim 3, Gonsiorawski teaches a solar panel as discussed above. 
Gonsiorawski does not teach a removable visually distinguishable element. 

Folino teaches a solar energy panel system with a transparent, removable cover 
(see column 4, lines 50-65). The cover taught by Folino satisfies the limitation, visually 
distinguishable, because one would be able to distinguish the cover from the solar cells 
themselves, and applicant identifies a cover as a visually distinguishable element in the 
present specification (see paragraphs 11 and 190). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify one of 
the visually distinguishable elements taught by Gonsiorawski by making the cover 



Application/Control Number: 10/586,941 Page 9 

Art Unit: 1795 

removable as taught by Folino because a removable cover provides high transmittance 
to light while allowing for cell maintenance (see column 4, lines 50-65). 

1 0. Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gonsiorawski in view of Evans, Jr., U.S. Patent No. 4,341 ,91 8. 

Regarding Claims 8 and 9, Gonsiorawski teaches a solar cell array as discussed 
above, including a reflector that is capable of reflecting light onto the cell, including the 
backs (see fig. 4). 

Gonsiorawski does not teach using cells that can absorb light on both the front 
and back, although Gonsiorawski does teach that many different cell designs can be 
used (see column 12, lines 30-50). 

Evans, Jr. teaches a multiple junction cell that can absorb light on both the front 
and back surfaces of the cell (see fig 1 and column 2, lines 5-25). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
solar cell taught by Gonsiorawski by using back contact cells such as the ones taught 
by Evans, Jr. because a back contact cell provides more absorber surface area, and 
therefore more energy conversion (see column 1 , lines 30-35) 

11. Claims 10 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gonsiorawski in view of Evans, Jr., and further in view of Green et al., U.S. Patent 
No. 5,080,725. 

Gonsiorawski teaches a solar cell with a reflector as discussed above. 
Gonsiorawski does not teach the manner of reflector used. 
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Green et al. teaches a solar cell module with a Lambertian reflector will be ideal 
because the Lambertian reflector reflects light with a random distribution, therefore 
exposing the entire cell to light more uniformly (see fig. 14 and column 2, line 65 
through column 3, line 2). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
module taught by Gonsiorawski by using the Lambertian reflector taught by Green et al. 
because a Lambertian reflector traps light in the system more successfully than other 
designs (see fig. 14), allowing more of the light to be absorbed by the active areas of 
the cells (see Gonsiorawski at column 10, lines 50-68). 

12. Claims 1 6-1 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gonsiorawski as applied above, in view of Platz et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,731 ,351 . 

Claim 19 contains means plus function language, means to change, and is 
therefore interpreted under 35 U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph. In this case, means to 
change is read to include a LCD or a computer with output signals (see paragraph 68). 

Regarding Claims 16-18, Gonsiorawski teaches a solar cell as discussed above. 

Gonsiorawski does not teach an electrically activatable feature, however 
Gonsiorawski does teach the use of its array in many energy generating situations. 

Platz teaches using a photovoltaic cell connected to an LCD device, which is 
taught as an electrically activatable element that can be changed electronically in the 
present specification (see column 4, lines 25-40). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
photovoltaic array taught by Gonsiorawski by connecting it to a LCD device as taught by 
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Platz because the solar cell facilitates the LCD device receiving light of optimal 
wavelength (see column 4, lines 25-40). 

Regarding Claim 19, Platz teaches incorporating means to change the element 
electronically (see column 4, lines 25-40), because means to change electronically in 
interpreted, in view of the specification, to include the LCD itself (see paragraph 58). 
1 3. Claims 21 , 23, 27, 29, 30, 31 , 34, 39, 40 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Gonsiorawski as applied above in view of Beppu et 
al., U.S. Patent No. 6,156,698. 

Regarding Claims 21 , 23, 39 and 44, Gonsiorawski teaches each solar cell 
comprising: 

A semiconductor strip with a p-n junction formed by doping, which can be 
considered a p-type or an n-type dopant, a first surface, and a second side surface (see 
column 5, lines 55-60). 

A first metal contact (see column 5, lines 55-65) in contact with the 
diffusion layer. Gonsiorawski teaches that the cell itself will have a first contact 
disposed on the p-n junction side of the device. 

A second metal contact (see column 5, lines 55-65) isolated from the p-n 

junction; 

The limitation semiconductor strip is read to include any semiconductor material. 
In the specification, Applicant does not limit the invention to any particular cells to be 
used, and the cells taught by Gonsiorawski can be considered a strip. 

Gonsiorawski does not teach the p-n junction formed with a diffusion layer. 
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Beppu et al. teaches a silicon p-n junction solar cell with a semiconductor strip 
comprising a p-type dopant (44; see column 13, lines 15-30) and introducing a n-type 
diffusion layer to create the p-n junction (see column 13, lines 15-30). Furthermore, 
Beppu et al. shows that the n-type diffusion layer exists both on at least a portion of the 
front surface and at least a portion of the side surface (see fig. 6). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
doped p-n junction solar cell taught by Gonsiorawski by using the silicon cell with the 
diffusion layer taught by Beppu et al. because Gonsiorawski contemplates p-n junction 
cells such as the ones taught by Beppu et al. (see column 12, lines 30-45) and the 
diffusion based solar cell taught by Beppu et al. can be manufactured to improve the 
compositional uniformity of the silicon semiconductor film (see column 1, lines 10-20). 

Regarding Claims 27, 30 and 40 Gonsiorawski teaches a semiconductor strip 
with a p-n junction formed by doping, which can be considered a p-type or an n-type 
dopant, a first surface, and a second side surface (see column 5, lines 55-60). 

Gonsiorawski further teaches a first metal contact (see column 5, lines 55-65) in 
contact with the diffusion layer. Gonsiorawski teaches that the cell itself will have a first 
contact disposed on the p-n junction side of the device; 

And a second metal contact (see column 5, lines 55-65) isolated from the p-n 
junction; 

Gonsiorawski does not teach the p-n junction formed with a diffusion layer. 
Beppu et al. teaches a silicon p-n junction solar cell with a semiconductor strip 
comprising a p-type dopant (44; see column 13, lines 15-30) and introducing a n-type 
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diffusion layer to create the p-n junction (see column 13, lines 15-30). Furthermore, 
Beppu et al. shows that the n-type diffusion layer exists both on at least a portion of the 
front surface and at least a portion of the side surface (see fig. 6). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
doped p-n junction solar cell taught by Gonsiorawski by using the silicon cell with the 
diffusion layer taught by Beppu et al. because Gonsiorawski contemplates p-n junction 
cells such as the ones taught by Beppu et al. (see column 12, lines 30-45) and the 
diffusion based solar cell taught by Beppu et al. can be manufactured to improve the 
compositional uniformity of the silicon semiconductor film (see column 1, lines 10-20). 

Claim 31 is a product by process claim as discussed above. As such, Claim 31 
is anticipated under the rejection of Claim 29. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that the 1 12 and 101 rejections have been rendered moot 
because Claims 35 and 45 have been cancelled. However, the most recent set of 
claims, filed 2/16/2010, does not cancel claims 35 and 45. Therefore, the rejections 
regarding Claims 35 and 45 have been maintained. 

Applicant argues that the elements taught by the cited references are not 
"visually distinguishable" features. However, this argument is unpersuasive. A visually 
distinguishable feature, given its broadest reasonable interpretation, can include 
anything that can be seen by an observer. For example, the internal reflector is 
distinguishable, that is, can be seen, when the front of the solar cell is observed. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MATTHEW T. MARTIN whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-7871 . The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 to 5:00 EST Monday 
through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jennifer Michener can be reached on (571)272-1424. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Jennifer K. Michener/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1795 



/MATTHEW T MARTIN/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 1795 
13 April 2010 



